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Abstract 
Collaboration amongst organizations plays a vital role in managing turbulent business environments particularly 
for small medium sized organizations which have limited resources. The emerging discipline of collaborative 
networks provides a platform for both the theory and practice of digital collaborative network. Selecting 
partner(s) for collaborative projects is the main challenge that organizations face before they can attain the 
advantages of collaboration. In this research, an on-line survey was conducted relating to partner selection 
criteria. The finding indicates that criteria such as previous track record in business, integrity and commitment 
are most important whereas criteria such as location and size are less important for collaborator selection.  
Keywords  
Collaborative network, partner selection, partner selection criteria, partner-related criteria  
INTRODUCTION  
In the fast-changing business environment, organisations are facing fierce competition and complexities in 
managing business operations with numerous challenges and accelerating changes. Challenges such as 
globalisation, production cost reduction, reducing time-to-market, ever-increasing complexity in designing as 
well as shorter production lead time are leading and changing the way organizations conduct their business. 
Thus, organizations have difficulties in keeping up with the challenge of developing expertise. Collaboration 
with other organisations is a potential solution for managing their businesses effectively. According to Dang 
(2004) the key to maintain success in business is to work together with other business partners to promote 
synergies through expanding market power and decreasing competition at the same time. Furthermore, 
collaboration allows organizations to concentrate on their core competencies and extend the range of business 
ideas (Bicknell, 2009). Organizations also become more flexible as a wide array of expertise and knowledge can 
be accessed when organisations form collaborations. The traditional business model is ineffective in a 
competitive environment and organisations that do not adapt will lose profits and great opportunities for 
expansion (Keyzerman 2003). New technologies and standards provide businesses the opportunities to interact 
globally across country borders, continents and time zones. As a result, the products or services of an 
organization are now delivered by teams spread across the world. Many researchers or practitioners  have 
recognised that the key to competitive advantage is to change or transform business operations (Beer, Eisenstat 
et al. 1990). By collaborating, organizations can work together in creative and improved ways to tackle particular 
issues that lie beyond the capability or scope of any single organization alone (Matterssich, Murray-Close et al. 
2001). To remain sustainable in the fast-changing environment, organizations need to rely on technology such as 
the Internet to assist them in conducting their work. Advances in information and communication technology 
(ICT) have eliminated boundaries and allow organizations to be connected to each other virtually anytime and 
anywhere.  
A new emerging paradigm using ICT (information and communication technologies) has been created called 
collaborative networks. Collaborative networks can be defined as a group of businesses, individuals and other 
organizational entities that possess the capabilities and resources needed to achieve a specific outcome (Shuman 
and Twombly 2008). Another definition of collaborative networks places an emphasis on the role computer 
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networks play to achieve better common or compatible goals and comprises of a mixture of entities (such as 
organizations and people) which is geographically scattered with different operating environment, culture, social 
capital and goals (Camarinha-Matos and Hamideh 2006). In creating relationships to collaborate with other 
business partners requires proper planning as it is a time-consuming process. A great number of factors have to 
be considered to ensure the success of collaboration. Even though collaboration has been shown to address many 
problems, 50-60% of collaborative projects failed to accomplish partners’ objectives (Dacin and Hitt 1997). The 
development of a list of criteria of potential partners might enable organizations to choose partners more 
selectively and effectively. Choosing the right partners who have compatible goals, required skills and 
complementary strategic orientation, to collaborate with is the key to pursuing fruitful market-opportunity (Dacin 
and Hitt,1997).  However determining the right set of criteria for partner selection is not an easy task and is a 
time consuming process.  
Thus, the motivation of this paper is to investigate and address the following research question: What are the 
main criteria for selecting partners and the benefits that are gained in collaboration projects?  
The following sections are structured as follows: Section 2 and 3 present a background of collaboration and 
partner selection respectively; Section 4 presents the research methodology; Section 5 provides a brief 
description of the results from the survey conducted; Section 6 contains a discussion of the findings and finally 
ends with suggestions for further work in Section 7. 
COLLABORATION 
A number of terminologies such as ‘co-operation’, ‘networking’ and collaboration found in the literature all refer 
to collaboration and is often used interchangeably. To complicate matters further varying definitions are given 
for collaboration. Camarinha-Matos and Afsarmanesh (2006) has developed taxonomy, as shown in Figure 1, to 
explain the evolving nature of collaboration. The taxonomy illustrates that coordination is the extension of 
networking, cooperation is the extension of networking and collaboration is the extension of cooperation. Thus, 
collaboration is an emerging and long term process. 
A review of definitions for collaboration highlights the emergent nature of collaboration and places an emphasis 
on the nature of the collaborative relationship. Gray (1989), one of the eminent writers in collaboration, 
describes collaboration as an emergent process, where collaborative initiative can be understood as emergent 
organizational arrangements through which organizations collectively cope with the growing complexity of their 
environment.  Matterssich (2001) defined collaboration as two or more organizations working together to gain 
benefits and this well-defined relationship’s purpose is to achieve common goals. The relationship encompass a 
commitment to relationships and goals; mutual authority and accountability for success, a jointly developed 
structure and shared responsibility and sharing of resources and rewards.  Wood and Gray (1991) states that 
collaboration occurs when a group of stakeholders of a problem domain engage in an interactive process, sharing 
the rules, norms and structures in taking actions or decision making on matters related to the domain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Level of differences (Camarinha-Matos and Afsarmanesh (2006) 
Collaboration has been targeted as a strategy by many organizations to gain competitive advantages and as a 
lever to mitigate uncertainties in business environment (Deloitte, 2002). It also helps improve competitiveness 
which later will lead to performance improvement of the business. In addition, working together can also help 
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organisations to reduce their costs and share their risks. It helps organizations do more with less and lead to new 
growth opportunities to help organizations differentiate themselves in difficult times.  
Collaboration enables business advantage by unlocking organization-wide and global intellect that will lead to 
innovation (Bicknell 2009). Furthermore, collaboration is an iterative process where two or more organizations 
work together to achieve common objectives and goals, sharing knowledge, learning and building consensus. 
Organizations that work collaboratively can obtain more resources, recognition and reward when facing 
competition for finite resources.  
PARTNER SELECTION 
Selecting the right partner has been recognized as crucial for successful collaboration (Geringer 1991). However 
relatively little empirical research has been conducted in this area (Beamish 1987; Lou 1997). Geringer (1991) 
categorised the criteria for partner selection into: task-related and partner-related criteria. This provides better 
understanding about the partner selection process and how firms proceed in selecting partners (Tatoglu 2000). 
Task-related criteria are associated with operational skills and resources required for competitive success. Task-
related criteria refer to the complementary capabilities the partner may offer closely related to the viability of the 
proposed operations. On the other hand, partner related criteria are used to assess the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the operation of a potential partner and is only relevant if the chosen investment involve the active 
participation of two or more partners. Examples of partner-related criteria (the focus of this paper) are trust, 
commitment or partner’s organizational size. Mat et al (2007) conducted a thorough review of the literature and 
identified the following partner selection criteria shown in Table 1.  
 
Table 5 : Most used of partner-related criteria  
Criteria  Authors 
Objectives similarity (Cavusgil and Evirgen 1997; Al-Khalifa and Peterson 1999; Tatoglu 2000; Hajidimitriou and Georgiou 2002) 
Project management experience (Ghodsypour and O'Brien 1998) 
Ability to negotiate with local 
government 
(Glaister 1996; Glaister and Buckley 1997; Tatoglu 2000) 
Previously had successfully collaborated (Glaister 1996; Glaister and Buckley 1997; Tatoglu 2000) 
Organizational culture similarity Hajidimitriou and Georgiou,2002(Sarkis and Talluri 2002; 
Hsu, Kannan et al. 2006) 
Location Sarkis and Talluri , (2002), Hsu et al, (2006) 
Size (Glaister 1996; Glaister and Buckley 1997; Wildeman 1998; 
Al-Khalifa and Peterson 1999; Tatoglu 2000; Dong and 
Glaister 2006) 
Previous track record in business (Glaister 1996; Wildeman 1998; Al-Khalifa and Peterson 1999; Dong and Glaister 2006) 
Integrity (performed task with honesty) (Cavusgil and Evirgen 1997; Tatoglu 2000; Hsu, Kannan et al. 2006) 
Commitment (dedicated in performing 
tasks) 
(Cavusgil and Evirgen 1997; Glaister and Buckley 1997; Al-
Khalifa and Peterson 1999; Tatoglu 2000) 
Trusted to act in the best interest of the 
partnership 
(Glaister and Buckley 1997; Wildeman 1998; Tatoglu 2000; 
Hoffmann and Schlosser 2001; Sarkis and Talluri 2002) 
Contributed complementary resources (Glaister 1996; Dacin and Hitt 1997; Glaister and Buckley 1997; Wildeman 1998; Tatoglu 2000) 
Previous track record  (collaborative 
projects) 
(Bailey, Masson et al. 1998; Al-Khalifa and Peterson 1999) 
Shared expertise/skill (Dacin and Hitt 1997; Wildeman 1998) 
Knowledge of the local market (Glaister and Buckley 1997; Tatoglu 2000)  
Experience in using technology 
application to the project 
(Glaister 1996) 
 
Choosing the right partners with compatible goals, required skills and complementary strategic orientation, to 
collaborate is the key to pursuing fruitful market-opportunities and to deal with participants with various 
products and services (Dacin and Hitt,1997). Finding the right partner and establishing necessary conditions for 
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starting collaborating process might however be a costly and time consuming activity and therefore, an inhibitor 
of the desired agility. Most companies select their partners in ad-hoc way (e.g. ‘word of mouth’ or ‘cross fingers 
and hope’) which may cause some problems in later development stages (Fraser et al. 2003).  
A large number of criteria that involve tangible and intangible factors need to be considered and identified 
carefully to ensure that the selected partners are able to accomplish the task given.  From the literature review, it 
was found that researchers have listed an endless set of criteria. In addition, method for selecting optimum 
collaboration partners using quantitative or intangible factors have seldom been studied (Yoshimura et al., 2005). 
The implementation of the partner selection process is rather subjective and is often based on a combination of 
experience and judgement as well as current business record. However this method is not reflecting the actual 
picture of company performance (Lau et al.,2001). Moreover, evidence shows that great impacts on the planned 
schedule such as extensive delays may occur in projects. Also serious quality problems, cost overruns and an 
increase in the total of claims and litigation frequently occurs either in large or small organisations (Lau et 
al.,2001). 
Although most authors seem to agree on the importance of partner selection, determining the ‘right’ or ‘proper’ 
criteria has proved to be rather difficult.  Some researchers have linked partner selection to complementary skills 
or resources, however few studies have attempted to identify which specific criteria predicts a good partner fit or 
the relative importance of these criteria (Nielsen, 2002). Prior research indicates that the partner selection 
process has an important effect on collaborative networks operations. The chosen partners can affect the overall 
mix of available skills and resources, the operating policies and procedures, the short- and long-term viability of 
collaboration (Geringer,1991). Compared to task-related criteria, partner-related criteria has a huge impact on 
both manufacturing and business performance (Vonderembse and Tracey,1999; Kannan and Tan,2002). 
Moreover, partner-related criteria can be critical variables since it can influence the efficiency and effectiveness 
of cooperation between partners (Thomlinson,1970). The consideration of partner-related criteria during the 
selection stage helps relationship management become easier and increases the chances of the partnership  
success (Abramov et al.,1997). 
  
In strategic alliances for example, intangible factors of potential partners have a significant impact on the long-
term viability of the alliance. Examples of such factors are culture, trust, managerial know-how, reputation or 
other soft aspects that could aid in partner selection. However, the partner-related criteria such as culture 
compatibility, level of commitment, trust or management is obviously hard to measure and involves subjective 
evaluation.  
Prospective organisations need to understand the process of partner selection and the variables which influence 
the process. Indeed, identifying the critical success factors (CSF) for partner selection is important to help 
organisations pay attention to the most important criteria that need to be considered. Thus, to identify those 
criteria, an online survey was conducted of organisations that have experience in collaborative projects.  
 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 
Data was collected from an on-line survey which targeted organizations from Malaysia, Australia and other 
countries (such as India, Singapore and Philippines). The targeted respondents held top management positions 
such as presidents, owners, a CEO, general managers, vice presidents, directors or managers. However, 
employees from other positions in organizations with experience in collaboration were also invited to participate. 
The online questionnaire was divided into two main sections. The first section gathered general information 
about responding organizations and respondents. The second section investigated the collaboration experience of 
organizations including their criteria for selecting partners. The survey also examined the purposes for 
collaborating and the perceived benefits of collaboration with other organizations. Short statements related to the 
topics above were scored on a five point Likert scale. The survey was developed based on a review of the 
literature. The domain experts were asked to evaluate the survey. Feedback from the domain experts were used 
to improve the instrument. A pilot test of the survey was conducted with five postgraduate students who had 
experience in collaborative projects.  
The survey was launched in mid November 2008 and was sent to 326 potential respondents in the form of a 
hyperlink embedded in a cover letter. This letter introduced the research topic and explained the purpose of the 
survey. After sending three reminders, 86 organizations completed the online survey representing 26.38% 
response rate. A statistical test, ANOVA was conducted to compare the means between three main groups. SPSS 
17 was used to perform statistical analysis. Table 2 shows a summary of the characteristics of the respondents.  
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Table 6: Characteristic of the respondents 
Location    Annual sales turnover   
Malaysia 58 67.4  Less than $1 million 23 26.7 
Australia 17 19.8  More than $1 million to $10 
million  
24 27.9 
Other  11 12.8  More than $11 million to $50 
million 
13 15.2 
    More than $51 million 26 30.2 
Position    Industry type   
President 33 34.8  Information and communication 26 30.2 
Vice president 17 19.8  Administrative and support 
service activities.  
15 17.4 
Manager  16 18.6  Financial and Insurance/Takaful 
activities 
13 15.1 
Executive  4 4.7  Professional, Scientific and 
Technical activities and 
Education 
11 12.8 
    Manufacturing 10 11.6 
    Other 11 12.8 
Size of organization    Years of experience in business    
Small 31 36.1  Less than 1 year to 5 year 36 41.9 
Medium 15 17.4  More than 5 years – 15 years 31 36 
Large 40 46.5  More than 15 years  19 22.1 
 
RESULT AND FINDINGS   
In the following section, the findings related to three main topics will be discussed: the purpose of collaboration, 
the criteria for selecting partners and the benefits of collaboration.  
 
Purposes of collaboration 
 
The questionnaire provided a list of 12 potential purposes of collaboration. Table 3 ranks the purpose of 
collaboration from the most to the least selected. The highest ranked purpose of collaboration was ‘Access new 
business opportunities’, followed by ‘Increase sales’, ‘Market products/services’, ‘Develop/design new 
products/services’ and ‘Access market’. ‘Legal advice’ purpose was ranked the lowest by organization for their 
purposes of collaboration. 
Table 7 : Purposes of collaboration 
Purpose Response number Ranking 
Access new business opportunities 63 1 
Increase sales 57 2 
Market products/services 47 3 
Develop/design new 
products/services 46 4 
Access market 43 5 
Access technology 42 6 
Form new partnership 41 7 
Reduce costs 37 8 
Improve productivity 36 9 
Improve quality 35 10 
Access / improve skills 34 11 
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Legal advice 15 12 
 
Another interesting finding is the difference in the ranking of purpose of collaboration in Table 4 for the groups: 
Malaysia, Australia and other countries. All groups agreed that the main motivation for their collaboration is 
‘Access new business opportunities’ as it was ranked first. The ranking for the other purposes did not correlate. 
Malaysian organizations ranked ‘Increase Sales’ and ‘Market product/services’ for second and third choice 
respectively while Australia organizations ranked ‘Form new partnership’ followed by ‘Access market’. Other 
countries ranked ‘Develop/design new products/services’ and ‘Increase sales’ second and third. Respondents 
from Malaysia and Other countries might view collaboration as a short term strategy as their preferences were to 
increase their sales or to design and market the product/services. In contrast, Australian organizations see 
collaboration as a long term strategy as they prefer to build long term relationships with their partners instead of 
having access to a market only.  
 
Table 8: Purposes of collaboration-grouping by countries 
Country 
Malaysia Australia Other  Purposes of collaboration 
N R N R N R 
Access new business 
opportunities 47 1 11 1 10 1 
Increase sales 42 2 8 4 7 3 
Market products/services 35 3 8 4 4 5 
Develop/design new 
products/services 33 5 8 4 8 2 
Access market 30 6 9 3 6 4 
Access technology 28 4 5 6 4 5 
Form new partnership 27 7 10 2 4 5 
Reduce costs 26 8 8 4 3 6 
Improve productivity 26 8 7 5 3 6 
Improve quality 24 9 8 4 3 6 
Access / improve skills 23 10 8 4 3 6 
Legal advice 8 11 3 7 4 5 
Other purposes 5 12 2 8 1 7 
                                   N=number of respondents answered the question, R=ranking 
 
Criteria for selecting partners 
 
The respondents were asked to choose on a scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being “Strongly Disagree” and 5 being 
“Strongly Agree” to indicate the level of agreement with a number of possible criteria for selecting partners in 
collaborative projects. Table 5 presents the ranking of criteria for selecting partners derived from Table 1. From 
an initial assessment of the relative importance of the 17 items in the questionnaire, the mean and standard 
deviations were calculated for all 86 responses. The criteria were ranked in decreasing order according to their 
means. In certain cases, if two or more criteria shared similar mean values, the lowest standard deviation was 
assigned as the highest importance ranking. The criteria with the means value of 4 or more were identified as the 
most important criteria and only 10 of the 20 criteria exceed this value.  
‘Previous track record in business’ (4.42), ‘Integrity (performed task with honesty)’ (4.29) and ‘Commitment 
(dedicated in performing tasks )’ (4.26) criteria were among the highest criteria ranked by the respondents. 
‘Trusted to act in the best interest of the partnership’ (4.20) and ‘Contributed complementary resource’s’1 
(4.15) were ranked as the fourth and the fifth place in selecting partners for collaborative projects. Other criteria 
such as ‘Previous track record (collaborative projects)’ (4.12), ‘Shared experience/skill’ (4.09), ‘Had knowledge 
of the local market’ (4.09),‘Had relevant technology for projects (4.05) and ‘Had experience in using technology 
application to the project’ (4.01) were also important criteria. The least important criteria was ‘Size’ (3.34). 
Table 6 presents the result of the criteria for selecting partner by three groups: Malaysia, Australia and Other. All 
groups ranked ‘Previous track record in business’ as their first priority and for the second choice, Malaysian 
organizations ranked ‘Commitment (dedicated in performing tasks)’ (4.45), Australian organizations chose 
‘Integrity (performed task with honesty)’ (4.12) and ‘Had knowledge of the local market’ (4.12) and respondents 
from Other countries put ‘Contributed complementary resources’ (4.36) in the second place. Malaysian 
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organizations ranked ‘Integrity (performed task with honesty)’ criteria third. ‘Trusted to act in the best interest of 
the partnership’ (4.12) and ‘Contributed complementary resources’ (4.12) shared  third ranking for partner 
selection criteria for Australian organizations and organizations from Other countries ranked  ‘Previous track 
record (collaborative projects)’ (4.27) as their third ranking. From this result, it leads to an observation that 
Malaysian and Australian organizations preferred intrinsic values such as integrity, commitment and trust. In 
contrast, organizations from Other countries put the resources criteria (Contributed complementary resources) 
and ‘history of collaborative projects’ as their priority in finding partners.  
As shown in Table 6, the importance of the selection criteria tends not to vary between groups (Malaysia, 
Australia and Other). From the full set of 20 partner selection criteria, only two have means which are 
significantly different (Had relevant technology for projects and Had project management experience). Thus, it 
can be concluded that the pattern in criteria for partners selection is almost similar regardless of the country of 
respondents.  
Table 9 : Criteria for selecting partners 
Overall total 
Criteria Mean 
(x) 
Standard 
deviation Ranking 
Previous track record in business 4.42 0.711 1 
Integrity (performed task with honesty) 4.29 0.795 2 
Commitment (dedicated in performing tasks) 4.26 0.800 3 
Trusted to act in the best interest of the partnership 4.20 0.779 4 
Contributed complementary resources 4.15 0.695 5 
Previous track record  (collaborative projects) 4.12 0.773 6 
Shared expertise/skill 4.09 0.761 7 
Had knowledge of the local market 4.09 0.835 8 
Had experience in using technology application to 
the project 4.01 
0.790 10 
Objectives similarity 3.88 0.773 11 
Had project management experience 3.81 0.888 14 
Had the ability to negotiate with local government 3.55 1.102 16 
Previously had successfully collaborated 3.55 1.059 17 
Organizational culture similarity 3.42 1.011 18 
Location 3.40 1.032 19 
Size 3.34 1.080 20 
 
Table 10: Criteria for selecting partner - group by countries 
Country  
Malaysia Australia Other  
 
R M SD R M SD R M SD Sig Remark 
Previous track record (business) 1 4.45 .654 1 4.18 .951 1 4.64 .505 .213 Not significant 
Integrity (performed task with 
honesty) 
3 4.36 .693 2 4.12 .857 6 4.18 1.168 .483 Not significant 
Commitment (dedicated in 
performing tasks) 
2 4.36 .667 5 4.00 .935 7 4.09 .136 .200 Not significant 
Trusted to act in the best interest of 
the partnership 
4 4.24 .733 3 4.12 .928 8 4.09 .831 .757 Not significant 
Contributed complementary 
resources 
8 4.12 .623 3 4.12 .928 2 4.36 .674 .560 Not significant 
Previous track record  (collaborative 
projects) 
7 4.14 .805 6 3.94 .659 3 4.27 .786 .510 Not significant 
Had knowledge of the local market 10 4.07 .876 2 4.12 .857 5 4.18 .603 .912 Not significant 
Shared their expertise/skill 6 4.16 .696 9 3.76 1.033 4 4.27 .467 .125 Not significant 
Had experience in using technology 
application to the project 
9 4.12 .796 8 3.82 .728 12 3.72 .786 .175 Not significant 
Objectives similarity 15 3.84 .696 4 4.00 .866 10 3.91 1.044 .767 Not significant 
Had project management experience 11 4.03 .816 17 3.18 .809 14 3.64 .924 .001  Significant** 
Had the ability to negotiate with 
local government 
16 3.72 1.089 18 3.06 .899 17 3.36 .924 .060 Not significant 
Previously had successfully 
collaborated 
17 3.60 1.075 16 3.35 1.115 15 3.55 1.293 .717 Not significant 
Organizational culture similarity 18 3.40 .990 15 3.41 1.121 16 3.55 1.036 .906 Not significant 
Location 19 3.33 1.049 14 3.41 1.004 13 3.73 1.009 .504 Not significant 
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Size 20 3.31 1.079 12 3.59 1.004 18 3.09 1.221 .472 Not significant 
R=ranking M=mean SD=standard deviation 
** Significant at 95 % confidence level 
 
Benefits of collaboration 
The respondents were asked to choose on a scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being “Strongly Disagree” and 5 being 
“Strongly Agree” to indicate the benefits of collaborative projects. Table 7 summarize the ranking of 
benefits according to the mean value. If two or more benefits shared the same mean value, the one with 
the lowest standard deviation was assigned as the highest importance ranking. The benefits with means of 
4 or more were identified as the most important benefits. The highest benefit was ‘Expand business 
network’ with mean 4.38, followed by ‘Accelerate entry into potential markets’ and ‘Exploit new knowledge’ 
with a mean of 4.33 and 4.14 respectively.  
 
Table 8 shows the benefits of collaboration for three groups: Malaysia, Australia and Other Countries. 
Respondents from Malaysia and Other Countries ranked ‘Expand business network’ as their first priority of 
benefits while Australian respondents ranked ‘Accelerates entry into potential markets’. In contrast, respondents 
from Malaysia and other countries selected ‘Accelerates entry into potential markets’ as their second choice 
whilst respondents from Australia chose ‘Expand business network’. For the third ranking, the three groups had 
differencing views. Malaysian organizations ranked ‘Share technology’, Australian organizations selected 
‘Improves customer satisfaction and loyalty’ and respondents from Other Countries chose ‘Exploit new 
knowledge’ as their third ranking. This result leads to a conclusion that the main motivation for the respondents 
to collaborate is to expand their business network and helps them to enter potential markets rapidly as both 
benefits received first and second ranking for all groups. From the full set of 11 benefits of collaboration, only 
three means are significantly different and all groups have a similar pattern in ranking benefits of collaboration. 
 
Table 11: Ranking of the benefits of collaboration 
Overall 
Benefits  Mean 
(x) 
Standard 
deviation Ranking 
Expand  business network 4.38 .617 1 
Accelerates entry into potential markets 4.33 .603 2 
Exploit new knowledge 4.14 .785 3 
Share technology 3.99 .888 4 
Ability to develop new products with partners 3.97 .774 5 
Improves customer satisfaction and loyalty 3.95 .718 6 
Exploiting innovative IT infrastructure and 
application 3.85 1.000 7 
Increase company profits 3.83 .800 8 
Share risk 3.77 .821 9 
Payback on investment 3.73 .951 10 
Share financial resources or capital 3.42 .976 11 
 
Table 12: Ranking of the benefits of collaboration - group by countries 
Location 
Mal Aus Other 
 
Benefits 
R M SD R M SD R M SD Sig Remark 
Expand  business network 1 4.38 .616 2 4.24 .161 1 4.64 .152 .245 Not significant 
Accelerates entry into 
potential markets 
2 4.28 .586 1 4.41 .712 2 4.45 .522 .542 Not significant 
Exploit new knowledge 4 4.17 .679 4 4.00 1.061 3 4.18 .874 .720 Not significant 
Share technology 3 4.22 .677 8 3.41 1.176 8 3.64 .924 0.01 Significant** 
Ability to develop new 
products with partners 
6 4.02 .688 5 3.82 .883 4 3.91 1.044 .646 Not significant 
Improves customer 
satisfaction and loyalty 7 4.00 .725 3 4.06 .659 9 3.55 .688 .124 Not significant 
Exploiting innovative IT 
infrastructure and 
application 
5 4.14 .826 11 3.12 .993 10 3.45 1.214 .000 Significant** 
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Increase company profits 8 3.97 .816 9 3.41 .795 7 3.73 .467 .037 Significant** 
Share risk 9 3.81 .783 7 3.53 1.007 5 3.91 .701 .389 Not significant 
Payback on investment 10 3.74 .870 6 3.65 1.169 6 3.82 1.079 .983 Not significant 
Share financial resources or 
capital 
11 3.45 .862 10 3.29 1.213 10 3.45 1.214 .845 Not significant 
R=ranking M=mean SD=standard deviation 
** significant at 95% confidence level 
 
 
DISCUSSION  
Some interesting findings of the results are worthy of discussion. First, the purposes of collaboration as shown in 
Table 3 mentioned that ‘Access new business opportunity’ is highly ranked by respondents. The result supports 
the findings of research conducted by Glaister (1996) and Tatoglu (2000). However the research conducted by 
Glaister and Tatoglu was in the when e-Commerce or e-Marketplaces were fairly new and thus were viewed as a 
possible tool for accessing new business opportunities. With the advances in ICT and improvements in e-
marketplace infrastructure, ‘access new business opportunity was chosen as a main motivation for employing e-
marketplace which corresponds with the finding of the research conducted by Tatoglu (2000). Furthermore, the 
need to access new opportunities is still high on the agenda of businesses possibly due to increased global 
competition as well as advances in the area of collaborative digital networks such as e-Marketplaces. Further 
work is needed to understand how collaborative digital networks can help organizations to achieve identified 
purposes.  
In previous research conducted by Geringer (1990) on selecting partner criteria for joint ventures and Glaister 
and Buckley (1996) focused their research on international strategic alliances formation has similar findings to 
the research reported here. Even though the target respondents for this research are different from previous work, 
the criteria and outcomes are comparable. The partner selection criteria ‘Previous track record in business’ (or 
described as ‘Reputation of partner’ by other researchers) and ‘Trust’ are highly ranked and largely confirms the 
finding of previous studies (Geringer, 1988; Wildeman, 1998; Glaister, 1996, 1997). A study conducted by 
Wildeman (1998), ranked ‘Commitment’ fifth out of seven criteria. In this research it was ranked third out of 
twenty criteria. Furthermore, ‘Previous track record in collaborative projects’ criteria was ranked sixth in this 
study which contrasts with Bailey et al (1998) where it was the lowest ranked criteria for partner selection. This 
criteria was considered important in this research possibly due to the fact that organizations want to ensure that 
the selected partners had enough experience and knowledge in collaboration projects to help them collaborate 
together successfully. The emergence of collaborative digital networks could be a supporting factor for this 
result. The ‘Partner had knowledge of local market’ criterion is ranked eighth in this research, in contrast to 
Tatoglu’s (2000) finding where it was ranked first. This finding is puzzling and requires further research. 
‘Partners ability to negotiate with local government’ is not required for local collaboration projects and this 
finding correlates with the findings from a study conducted by Glaister (1996). Other criteria such as ‘Location’ 
and ‘Size’ were stressed as important criteria in the literature by a number of authors, but were not supported in 
this research. When an organization conducts business in collaborative digital network, location was not 
important as organizations could be conducting their business meetings virtually using video conference or other 
internet tools (such as Skype). Thus, it eliminates borders between organizations. Collaborative digital networks 
allow organizations regardless of their size to work together in achieving and accomplishing particular 
objectives.  Benefits of collaboration lead to a new emerging area where digital collaborative networks could be 
a solution to virtually link businesses. However, there are some issues in setting up digital collaborative network 
such as the requirement and infrastructure needed to ensure successful operation. Therefore, further work is 
needed to investigate the support of ICT in creating collaborative digital networks.  
CONCLUSION 
According to previous studies, an endless list of criteria for selecting partners was identified. However, this 
research considered 16 criteria in an online survey. Our empirical results showed that the most important criteria 
for selecting partners was ‘Previous track record in business’, followed by “Integrity’ (performed tasks with 
honesty) ’ and Commitment (dedicated in performing tasks). These findings will potentially support 
organizations in selecting partners.  
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